WEBSTER TOWN PLANNING BOARD MINUTES

PLACE: Webster Town Board Meeting Room 1002 Ridge Road
TIME: 7:00 p.m.
DATE: 6 April 2021

PRESENT:

Anthony Casciani, Chairman

Dave Malta, Vice Chairman

Dave Arena, Secretary

Derek Anderson

Derek Meixell

Mark Giardina

John Kosel

Raja Sekharan, Attorney

Josh Artuso, Director of Community Development

ABSENT:
Katherine Kolich, Recording Secretary

APPEARANCE BEFORE THE BOARD

SCHEDULED ITEMS:

VILLAGE PHYSICAL THERAPY-SIGN
Applicant: Patrick Privatera

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: APPROVED AS ADVERTISED

THOMAS LANDSCAPING-POLE BARN

Applicant: Richard Thomas

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: APPROVED AS ADVERTISED W/ DRAWING DATED MARCH 1, 2021

DICKINSON ROAD-DOCK

Applicant: Jane Mastrandrea

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: APPROVED AS ADVERTISED
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RIDGE ROAD STORAGE BUILDING
Applicant: Steven Schlegel
Drawing: N/A
Dated: N/A
Revision: N/A
1. Status: SKETCH PLAN REVIEW HELD: ONLY SEASONAL TRAFFIC AT THE
BUILDING FOR SNOW REMOVAL CREWS AND LANDSCAPE STORAGE.
2. ALL EQUIPMENT WILL BE KEPT INSIDE
3. FOR PRELIMINARY, SUBMIT PROOF THAT NEIGHBORS HAVE BEEN
NOTIFIED.

MEADOWS TWO

Applicant: 800 Phillips Road LLC

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: PRELIMINARY APPROVAL GRANTED SUBJECT TO:
1. DRAWING # CA100

WEBSTER GOLF TEE SELF STORAGE FACILITY
Applicant: Matt Newcomb
Drawing: N/A
Dated: N/A
Revision: N/A
Status: BOARD ADVISED THE APPLICANT TO MEET WITH THE ADJOING
NEIGHBORS TO WORK OUT CONCERNS OVER PROPERTY LINES, ROADWAY,
AND PARKING.
1. HAVE PROPERTY SURVEYED AND SUBMIT TAPE MAP SHOWING
PROPERTY LINES.
2. SUBMIT BUIDING DRAWINGS, INCLUDING SPECIFICS FOR
BUILDING “B”
3. 3-STORY BUILDING FRONTAGE SHOULD BE BRICK
4. NO VOTE HELD FOR PRELIMINARY
5. PROJECTED TABLED TO APRIL 20,2021

SALT ROAD-REZONING
Applicant: Forest Creek Equity Corp
Drawing: N/A
Dated: N/A
Revision: N/A
Status: MOTION MADE FOR RECOMMENDATION TO TOWN BOARD THAT THE
PARCEL BE REZONING FROM R-2 TO R-3.

1. PROJECT WILL GO BACK TO THE TOWN BOARD FOR A PUBLIC

HEARING ON APRIL 15, 2021 r
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Mr. Casciani welcomed everyone to tonight's meeting of the Planning Board of April 6, 2021
and we have 8 scheduled items on the agenda tomight.

Pledge of Allegiance

Mr. Casciani: And since Katherine isn’t hear I will do a roll call. Katherine our secretary was
sick today, so she had to go back home. Let’s just do this the quick way. Called Roll

This is our first meeting where we actually had people sitting here so that’s good. I hope you
guys are all friendly. 1can’t see with the masks on. (laughter) Alright, lets get this going
underway. Let’s read the first one Dave.

Dave Arena read the first application:

VILLAGE PHYSICAL THERAPY SIGN: Located at 803 A Ridge Road. Applicant Patrick
Privatera is requesting SIGN APPROVAL for an additional 15 sq. ft. building mounted sign for
a corner tenant space in the Webster Woods Plaza on a 3.54-acre parcel having SBL # 079.18-1-
69.111 located in an MC Medium Intensity Commercial District under Section 178-7 of the
Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board Craig Rigney. [ actually came before you guys about a month ago.
So, we purchased the office . The issue was, when we put in the order to order the lights and
realized none of them had permits and so [ came before you guys for the east facing sign one in
March and we went through the Zoning Board of appeals for the sign facing north. So, that is
what I am here for today. We got the approval from them. It is the same style sign. No
illumination, no writing on it, instead of a football sign it looks more like the oval that matches
the one over the east facing sign. So, that is why I am here.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, Same size same color.
Craig Rigney: Same size different color .

Mr. Casciani: And that side doesn’t have lights. You are putting lights over it or they are not
even lit right?

Craig Rigney: No, just the sign

Mr. Casciani: Alright, we didn’t have any issues with the first one, so it all conformed, and you
did get your variance and I am sorry for the way the system works but it is what it is.

Craig Rigney: Its fine.
Mr. Casciani: So, with that, does everybody have any questions 7 Ok, does somebody want to
make a motion? Oh wait, we have to do a SEQR on it. Do we have to do a SEQR on it? We did

one for the first one. The first sign.

Raja Sekharan: You don’t have to do it.

Pg. 69 fApnil 6, 2021 Planning Meeling



Mr. Casciani: Ok, does someone want to make a motion for the sign?

RESOLUTION 21-021 Mr. Arena made a motion for SIGN APPROVAL located
at 803 A Ridge Road for an additional 15 sq. ft. building
mounted sign for a corner tenant space in the Webster
Woods Plaza on a 3.54-acre parcel having SBL # 079.18-1-
69.111 located in an MC Medium Intensity Commercial
District under Section 178-7 of the Code of the Town of
Webster per drawing 2-16-2021 B.2 was seconded by Mr.

Meixell.
VOTE:

Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: You are all set, good luck. Ok, second one.

Dave Arena read the second application:

THOMAS LANDSCAPE POLE BARN: Located at 775 Ridge Road. Applicant Richard
Thomas is requesting PRELIMINARY/FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC
HEARING) to remove an existing storage shed and construct a 720 sq. ft. Pole Barn in its place
on a 2.97-acre parcel having SBL # 079.17-1-21.2 located in an MC Medium Intensity
Commercial District under Section 228-8 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board Richard Thomas and owner of Thomas Landscape and I am looking
for approval as you said a pole barn to replace an existing structure. The pole barn is to the east
and behind our store.

Mr. Casciani: So, what are you doing, taking down the old shed that is kind of in back of the
store part.

Richard Thomas: Behind the store just to the east of the building. The old shed had been there
for 15 years and it’s time that it went. It was 14 x 20 and the pole barn we wanted to do was 20 x
36 which fits in that area with space.

Mr. Casciani: And the green house is pretty much going next to the building

Richard Thomas: Yes. The green house will actually be in front of the pole barn so that the only
thing you will see from the road is still the existing green houses
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Mr. Casciani: Any questions anybody?
Derek Anderson: Does this call for a public hearing?

Mr. Casciani: Yes, it is. So, the green house is going...... there is just the one building going in,
right?

Richard Thomas: Correct, just the one building.

Mr. Casciani: That’s where 1 was getting confused because one was crossed off. Ok, so for the
actual green house you will be producing plants and stuff like that.

Richard Thomas: Yes, the green houses are already there. That is the 2 structures you see to the
left if you look at our building and behind it is where the pole barn would go and that is where

the shed is now so 1 don’t even think you would see it with the greenhouse in the front and
INAUDIBLE see the pole barn.

Mr. Casciani: Ok. Alright again, this is a public hearing and if there is anyone wishing to speak
for or against this application actually while we are discussing it, you can call 872-7011 with any
comments. In the meantime, Dave, anybody? John, do you guys have any concerns about this?
John Kosel: What is the outside going to be like?

Richard Thomas: It will be a standard pole barn material which will be steel . It will be a tannish
gray with a dark blue roof . No windows, just a 10-foot garage door and a small access door on

the side.

Dave Malta: It is not going to be the same as what is depicted? This one shows like 4 overhead
doors.

Richard Thomas: No, no. It is strictly and 10 x 10 garage door
Mr, Casciani: It is not going to be higher than the building is it?

Richard Thomas: No. The garage door is 10 x 10 and so I figured it would be 12 foot plus the
roof pitch .

Dave Arena: How is the drainage coming oft? Is it going to be gutters? Where 1s it going to go?
Richard Thomas: It will be gutters and tied into to.... There is a storm sewer right there
basically to the left and forward and it will be tied in there. That is exactly the same place that
the gutters from the building are tied in too .

John Kosel: Is there heat or water or electricity?

Richard Thomas: No. We are just using it the same as a shed which is to store dry materials and
landscape materials.
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Mr. Casciani: Ok. No one has called and no one is here either for it or against it so we will close
the public hearing and bring it back to the board. Any concerns with it, anybody?

Board: All set.
Mr. Casciani: Alright we have to do a SEQR oniit.
Derek Anderson:

Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Richard Thomas, to
construct a 20-foot by 36-foot pole barn located on a 2.9-acre parcel at 775 Ridge Road, having
SBL #079.17-01-021.20.

The Planning Board classifies the proposed action to be a Type II Action under Section
617.5(c)(2) of the State Environmental Review (SEQR) Regulations and therefore is not subject
to further review.

RESOLUTION 21-022 Mr. Anderson made a motion for TYPE II SEQR which
was seconded by Mr. Arena.
VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: Does someone want to make an approval ? It’s pretty simple setup and there is an
existing building and pretty much concealed in the back . Height isn’t any higher than the
building so nothing obtrusive sticking out or anything .

Richard Thomas: It will be lower than the existing building.

RESOLUTION 21-023 Mr. Giardina made a motion for 775 Ridge Road,

Applicant Richard Thomas for PRELIMINARY SITE
PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) to remove an
existing storage shed and construct a 720 sq. ft. Pole Barn
in its place on a 2.97-acre parcel having SBL # 079.17-1-
21.2 located in an MC Medium Intensity Commercial

District under Section 228-8 of the Code of the Town of
Webster was seconded by Mr. Meixell.
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VOTE:

Conditions:
Approved with site drawing dated March 1, 2021 as presented.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, want to do a final?

RESOLUTION 21-024

Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr

. Anderson
. Arena

. Kosel

. Malta

. Meixell

. Casciani
. Giardina

AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

Mr. Giardina made a motion at 775 Ridge Road, Applicant
Richard Thomas for FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL
(PUBLIC HEARING) to remove an existing storage shed
and construct a 720 sq. ft. Pole Barn in its place on a 2.97-
acre parcel having SBL # 079.17-1-21.2 located in an MC
Medium Intensity Commercial District under Section 228-8
of the Code of the Town of Webster was seconded by Mr.
Arena,

Mr. Casciani: You might want to add some of those conditions in the Engineer with a letter
of certification that the work is done and completed for Planning Board approval.

VOTE:

Conditions:
Approved with site drawing dated March 1, 2021 as presented.

Subject to Preliminary Approval Conditions.

Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr

. Anderson
. Arena

. Kosel

. Malta

. Meixell

. Casciani
. Giardina

Subject to all applicable governmental fees.

Subject to Department of Public Works approval

AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

conditions in the Engineer with a letter of certification that the work is done and
completed for Planning Board approval.

Significant construction shall occur within one year, as deemed by the Planning Board, to

expire on 4.6.22
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Mr. Casciani: So that is a motion. Good luck with the project.

Dave Arena read the third application: LJ
DICKINSON ROAD DOCK: Located at 124 Dickinson Road. Applicant Jane Mastrandrea is

requesting WATERFRONT CONSISTENCY REVIEW AND PRELIMINARY/FINAL

DOCK APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) to allow the construction of a 6’ wide by 45’ long

permanent floating dock, (2) moorings and seasonal boat hoists associated with a 1.90-acre

parcel having SBL. # 063.17-2-13 located in an R-3 Single Family Residential District under

Sections 222-4 and 225-27 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board Jane Mastrandrea. So, I am assuming you all have the packets that I
put together.

Mr. Kosel: Can you give us your name and address?

Jane Mastrandra at 124 Dickinson Road, Webster. So, we are seeking as you mentioned, to put
in a floating dock off of our property and we have roughly over 524 linear feet of shoreline and
the location is approximately in a center section of that leaving about 200 feet to the east and the
next property line and about 325 feet around Stoney Point to the other property line. We
essentially own a point of land, so we really don’t have any close docks. If fact, the next dock is
another couple hundred feet further east at the current time. We have given you a detailed
version of the layout that was approved by the DEC and Army Corp showing roughly the
configuration of the pilings that we would need and the gang way to get down to it and a design
to accommodate the 5 foot or more water height variances that we seem to be getting lately .

The second detailed drawing shows the hoist area located on the west side of the floating dock
area and then I also attached the DEC permit to reference that. So, it is consistent with what we
had originally applied for with DEC.

Mr. Casciani: Let me ask, could you just tip that mic down? What is the deal with the mooring
ball, you already have those don’t you?

Jane Mastrandra: No, that is a neighbor

Mr. Casciani: Oh, ok.

Jane Mastrandra: So, we do not have any mooring balls currently
Mr. Casciani: So, yours is just the dock

Jane Mastrandra: We requested to put and have approved to put two mooring balls in we just
haven’t put them in yet pending this.

Mr. Casciani: Well you have that well maintained and you have done a heck of a nice job with

your application by the way. You have the permits from the DEC, you have a complete
application. I don’t see any issues with it. It is just for personal use, a couple boats.
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Jane Mastrandra: Yes. Well, one small boat.

Mr. Casciani: It is for personal use and that is what 1 want to have for the resolution. Just for
personal use and not for renting out. Some of these things kind of evolve in the marina. Ok,
anybody, any issues, or concerns? It is a public hearing. If any neighbors or anyone that is
concerned regarding this proposed dock installation, the number is 872-7011 and other then that.
Dave and you guys are you alright with 1t? It’s pretty cut and dry and a neat operation. It doesn’t
infringe on neighbor’s property.

Jane Mastrandra: We have a lot of space and the big problem we have is the erosion

Mr. Casciani: You know what I looked at when I saw this, your approach to the dock is only 3
foot, your gain way going out

Jane Mastrandra: Yes, it is near it
Mr. Casciani: Yes, how come you made it so narrow?

Jane Mastrandra: It’s kind of standard size for purchasing an aluminum gang way. It’s heavy
and so the wider you make it the heavier it gets INAUDIABLE

Mr. Casciani: You are putting piling down for support

Jane Mastrandra: Yes, the dock will be separale and it’s floating so the gang way has floaters on
it, so the dock elevates and so the gang way has to be long because the water INAUDIBLE
(BOTH PARTIES TALKING AT THE SAME TIME)

Mr. Casciani: INAUDIBLE gate way
Jane Mastrandra: Yes correct

Mr. Casciani: I'm just talking. That sounds like a real nice setup you have there. Alright, no one
has called, and I don’t believe there are any concerns. She does have all her paperwork, and
everybody has a copy of her DEC permit. 1don’t see any issues with this with this proposal and
all. SEQR on this, I don’t know how.... Because we have to...this is more you Raja right now. |
dug up some of the ones we have approved in the past and to do SEQR on it , DEC has already
given approvals on it and we have to do an approval based on Local Waterfront Revitalization
Program so based on that it actually has in that proposal . It has all the things we would put but
we could do it anyways. Do you have one prepared?

Derek Anderson: Yes

Mr. Casciani: Go ahead and use it anyway, it won’t hurt.

Derek Anderson: What INAUDIBLE (not close enough to the mic) because the town has the
plan and all the extra environmental criteria has to meet but the plan already covers it, the
special portion of it. So, it is not much different then the other documents

Pg. 75 /April 6, 2021 Planning Mecting



Mr. Casciani: Yeah, go ahead.

Derek Anderson:
MOTION FOR AN UNLISTED ACTION

The Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Joseph & Jane
Mastrandrea, to construct a 6-foot by 65+foot floating dock, adjacent boat hoist and moorings on
a 1.9-acre parcel located at 124 Dickinson Road, having SPB# 063.17-0002-013.

The Planning Board determined that the proposed action is an Unlisted Action under Part 617:
State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR).

The Planning Board determined that the action is subject to a single agency review pursuant to
Part 617.6(b)(1) of SEQR and that it is the most appropriate agency for making the determination
of significance. The Planning Board therefore designates itself lead agency for the proposed
action.

The Planning Board has given consideration to the criteria for determining significance as set

forth in Section 617.7(c)(1) of SEQR, and has
1. considered the information contained in the Short Environmental Assessment Form Part

1 dated March 6, 2021,

2. considered the information contained in the New York State Depariment of
Environmental Conservation Permit, Facility ID 8-2654-00615, dated 12/1/2018.

3. considered public comments directed to the Planning Board during the Public Hearing on
April 6, 2021, and

4. completed Part 2 of the Environmental Assessment Form.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING
BOARD hereby determines that the proposed action will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment for the reasons set forth in the attached Notice of Determination of Non-
Significance; be it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD is authorized to take all
actions reasonable and necessary to file the Negative Declaration and discharge the TOWN OF
WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD’S responsibility as lead agency for this action, be it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, based on the information
and analysis above, the referenced supporting documentation, and discussions of the action by
the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD as documented by the Minutes for this
meeting, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant environmental impacts, be
it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, therefore makes a
DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE, be it further,

RESOLVED, that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, based on the above reasons
issues a NEGATIVE DECLARATION as evidence of its determination.
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The Planning Board has reasonably concluded the following results from the proposed action,
when compared against the criteria in Section 617.7(c):

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13

15

16.

17.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in air quality since it does
not include a regulated emission source.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in ground or surface
water quality or quantity since the proposed action does not include on site wells or septic
systems.

The proposal action will not have an impact on the drinking water supply since it will not
be served by public water. The action will not utilize water.

The proposed action will not have an impact on the sewerage or treatment system since
will not connect the sewer system. The action with not product sanitary wastewater.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in potential for erosion,
flooding, leaching or drainage problems. Development will conform to NYSDEC for
storm water management and control.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in existing solid waste
production since the action does not contain processes that will significantly increase the
amount of solid waste already generated by the facility.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in existing noise, odor or
light since the action is being developed in accordance with Town of Webster standards.
A temporary increase in noise levels consistent with normal construction activities is
anticipated when during construction.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change, or cumulative change in
traffic since the proposed action will not generate additional traffic.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse impact on the criteria listed under
Section 617(c)(1)(ii) of SEQR because no habitats or threatened or endanger species were
identified on or contiguous to the proposed site.

The proposed action is not located in an area designated as a Critical Environmental Area
by the Town of Webster or New York State pursuant to subdivision 617.14(g) of SEQR.
The proposed action is not in material conflict with the Town of Webster 2008
Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed action will not create an impairment of the criteria listed under Section
617(c)(1)(v) of SEQR since the action is not located in or adjacent to the listed resources
and is in character with the surrounding community.

. The action will not result in a major change in the type or use of energy, no energy use.
14.

The action will not create a hazard to human health since the dock will not produce
hazardous waste.

. The action will not create a substantial change in use of the land since the action is

consistent with zoning for the land, the existing community character, and the Town of
Webster 2008 Comprehensive Plan and with the Town of Webster Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program (July 9,1998).

The action will not attract a large number of people for more than a few days when
compared to taking no action since the action involves an addition to an existing building
and does not create areas that will atiract a large number of people.

The action will not create a cumulative impact on the environment as listed under
617(c)(1)(x), (xi), and (xii) of SEQR.
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RESOLUTION 21-025 Mr. Anderson made a motion for UNLISTED ACTION
Which was seconded by Mr. Meixell.

VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: We should probably add this to. This is the LWRP and it is based on the
comprehensive review that the Webster Planning Board determined that the applicant has
received there permits from New York State from DEC and again, a lot of this is reputation on
what Derek has used. The project doesn’t have a significant impact, adverse impact on traffic,
sewer , water, esthetics in the area. The project will not detrimentally impact town water lands
or streams, flood zones or shorelines, public utilities. Services are adequate to meet the needs of
the proposal. It is not contiguous with any environmental area and the project will not affect or
threaten or endanger any specious of plant life or will it impact significantly upon agriculture or
historical site or archeological resources. The project is consistence with the Town of Websters
LWRP and the project meets the Town Zoning and building codes the project will minimize
erosion hazards. You have the retaining wall there. The project will minimize erosion and
hazards through long term structure measure regarding stormwater and drainage. This is subject
to the Engineering and PRC comments. That would be a motion and that would be Preliminary.

RESOLUTION 21-026 Mr. Casciani made a motion for PRELIMINARY
APPROVAL Located at 124 Dickinson Road. Applicant
Jane Mastrandrea to allow the construction of a 6’ wide by
45’ long permanent floating dock, (2) moorings and
seasonal boat hoists associated with a 1.90-acre parcel
having SBL # 063.17-2-13 located in an R-3 Single Family
Residential District under Sections 222-4 and 225-27 of the
Code of the Town of Webster which was seconded by Mr.

Arena.
VOTE:

Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
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Mr. Casciani: Ok, we have to do a final approval

RESOLUTION 21-027 Mr. Casciani made a motion for FINAL
APPROVAL Located at 124 Dickinson Road.
Applicant Jane Mastrandrea to allow the
construction of a 6’ wide by 45’ long permanent
floating dock, (2) moorings and seasonal boat hoists
associated with a 1.90-acre parcel having SBL #
063.17-2-13 located in an R-3 Single Family
Residential District under Sections 222-4 and 225-
27 of the Code of the Town of Webster which was
seconded by Mr. Arena.

VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
CONDITIONS:

1. Subject to Preliminary Approval Conditions.
2. Significant construction shall occur within one year, as deemed by the Planning Board, to
expire on 4.6.2022.
Raja Sekharan: Did you open it up to public comment?

Mr. Casciani: Yes, I did. Itry and open it a head of time this way here why we are still
discussing then if you open it, you’re still waiting for comments.

3. The conditions of Preliminary and Final approval are depicted on the cover page of the
final designed plans.
4. A subject to all Engineer and Town approvals.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, that would be a motion for final. You are all set and good luck with the dock.
You did a nice job.

Dave Arena read the fourth application
RIDGE ROAD STORAGE BUILDING: Located at 1650 Ridge Road. Applicant Steven

Schlegel is requesting SKETCH PLAN REVIEW (o allow the construction of a 60’ x 112’
metal building with a 12” x 112’ lean-to for inside storage of equipment associated with a
landscaping business on a 1.12-acre parcel having SBL # 081.01-1-62 located in an LC Il (Low-
Intensity Commercial) District under Section 228-4 of the Code of the Town of Webster.
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Appearing before the board was Al LaRue with McMahon LaRue Associates. Steve Schlegel is
with me tonight and he is the owner of the property and the user. We are looking for sketch plan.
We have done preliminary perk tests; the building will have electric lighting; there will be
sewage facilities; there is good soils there. This use to be one of the parcels that the State of NY
owned, and I think they used it for access when they were building 104 so other then that it is
zoned correctly. The only thing that we are going to need is a rear setback variance (NOT
USING THE MIC) where the building is to close INAUDIBLE. Other then that, there is plenty
of room and it fits well.

Mr. Casciani: Al, I was talking to Josh about it because of the size, it is not an accessory use
obviously the stand along building.

Al LaRue: Right
Mr. Casciani: It’s a metal building. Is it a business operating from there?

Steven Schlegel: I am the property owner there. So, I own a landscaping business that has
another main headquarters location in Ontario. We do a lot of snow removal in Webster for all
residential customers and you may have even seen the tractors around town and we are the ones
who have a whole fleet of orange Koboto tractors and we do residential snow blowing as
opposed to plowing. Webster residents really like that, and it provides a much better result for
them but due to the nature of the tractors and having to drive them down the street. We need a
location in Webster to be able to house all those tractors and have them ready to roll out from
there during a snowstorm. So, it is just for storage for those tractors.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, now what it our function here tonight? We have to look at this Josh and then
refer it to the Town Board, right?

Josh Artuso: Yes because of the square footage we will need a special permit by the Town
Board.

Steven Schlegel: So we had the initial we went to the Town Board a few weeks ago and then
they sent it to here and from here we are going to go to Zoning Board for the rear setback
variance and once they approve that variance for the rear setback we will come back here for a
preliminary/final and then from there we go back to the Town Board for the final special use

permit.
Mr. Casciani: Alright.

Steven Schlegel: So. what we are looking for based on what we submitted, drawing and all that
INAUDIBLE Zoning Board.

Mr. Casciani: So, tonight is just a review. You should have another name for this though. A little

technicality I mean looking at it, when I first looked at it, I'm thinking it’s a pole barn and your
building a barn and you are going to store stuff . The size is excessive according to what the
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code says but some how just call it an office/building or just whatever, just like a store. You
know what I’m saying, it should have a different name.

Steven Schlegel: INAUDIBLE

Mark Giardina: Is there an office inside?

Steven Schlegel: No there is not.

Mark Giardina: So, basically you are parking your equipment?

Steven Schlegel: Correct.

INAUDIBLE... too many people talking at once and noisy.

Mr. Casciani; Just call it a storage building. You know what I am going to do because ! think
there may have been comments or concerns. Will open the public hearing. 1don’t believe this is
a public hearing, but we will open it anyways because I did get a couple phone calls myself
today. 872-7011. One of the comments was a neighbor was concerned about noise and
obviously your vehicles have to go our early in the morning and then if they are going out, they
would be making a lot of noise . Do you want to address that?

Steven Schlegel: So, it’s only probably only about a dozen times, 20 times that we go out
through out the season. The tractors themselves are pretty quiet and same noise level as you
pretty much would have out of a car or something like that and it is all within a pretty short
window. Everyone arrives there at once. They hop on the tractors and then they are out of there
and then we complete our snow run and then once they are back it is quiet again. So, it is not a
daily and we are not there 9-5 everyday working and grinding away.

Mr. Casciani: Obviously the size of this you have got your equipment inside?

Steven Schlegel: Correct.

Mr. Casciani: No outside storage on the site ?

Steven Schlegel: Correct. All the tractors will be kept inside and that is the reason for the size of
it. We had to go that big just to accommodate and get everything in there.

Mr. Casciani: This is what [ am hoping you follow through with to.
Dave Arena: On the state environmental form, question 20. It says the sight proposed adjacent

property subject to INAUDIBLE for hazardous waste and it was check marked yes and if you
mark yes you are supposed to describe what that waste is.
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Al LaRue: Yeah, there was no way to change it and it comes from the DEC and there is nothing
indicating. There is no hazardous waste in the area, INAUDIBLE and I don’t know why it’s like
that. It’s a mistake. It’s one of those things, you try and change it and you can’t .

Derek Anderson: It is because of Xerox on the other side of 104
Al LaRue: There was nothing near by
Mr. Casciani: The 24-foot canopy that isn’t on there now. It’s not going to be put on right away.

Steven Schlegel: So, the intent was to put that on in a year. I was trying to go through because of
all the different... basically there was 5 boards between the Planning Board, Town Board and the
Zoning Board that I had to go through I was trying to get all those approvals so that next spring 1
can put the lien to on the side then I would have all the approvals all set for that and I wouldn’t
have to go back through all 5 approvals again. So, I was seeking approval for the main structure
is 60 x 112 and a lien to on the side.

Mr. Casciani: But if you did have to come back again, I think it would only be a one shot and it
could be a preliminary/final all at once and you wouldn’t have to go back to the Town Board
again and the only reason why I am bringing that up is let’s get a track record and make sure this
thing is doing what it is suppose to be doing.

Steven Schiegel: Ok

Mr. Casciani: Before we say yes. I don’t want to put an approval on something that isn’t going to
be built for a year or a year and a half from now. You know what 1 am saying?

Steven Schlegel: Is it possible to have the approval be if, I just heard projects that were before
me that if we do it within a year, we are good with that? Otherwise if we are not ready to do it at
that point then we will come back.

Mr. Casciani: What do you guys ? My thinking is, it is just a matter of him coming in one night
to a meeting and getting a preliminary/final approval vs. giving it approval now and it isn’t
conforming into what we are asking it to be. This is kind of touchy and I have faith in what you
are doing but sometimes these things for some miraculous change of events they don’t pan out
the way they want them to be. There is stuff outside and so on and so forth and it is hard to
INAUDIBLE back in and that is the only reason I suggested.

Steven Schlegel: Iunderstand.

Mr. Casciani: It’s one meeting and you get your preliminary/final approval at that time.

Derek Meixell: When he goes to the ZBA would he be going for the setback from the corner of
the building or the setback from the proposed corner of the lien to?

Mr. Casciani: Yes, he would need a setback. What do you guys want to do?
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Dave Malta: If he does them both separately, he will have to get another variance for the

addition; the setback and he probably still have to go before the Town Board. 1don’t think it’s
just cut and dry and come before INAUDIBLE

Mr. Casciani: How about this then, we approve it subject to the applicant following through with
his commitment to have al storage inside the building. So, if everything is good for the year then
you got it. If there is an issue that comes up then the town still has the ability to say wait, you
better come back in here we have to talk.

Steven Schlegel: OK.

Mr. Casciani: Does that work for you guys? We are giving him what he wants, but yet we still
have a little grip to make sure you are doing what we are asking.

Steven Schlegel: I understand but does that mean construction on the lien to on the side would
have to be done within 12 months from the preliminary/final INAUDIBLE

Mr. Casciani: We can set a 1 ¥2 I suppose

Steven Schlegel: Ok, that would be great. If we could do like a 1 ¥z from our preliminary/final.
Mr. Casciani: Would that work for you?

Steven Schlegel: That would be perfect.

Mr. Casciani: Ok

Derek Anderson: It’s usually worded in there with the start of construction within a year

Mr. Casciani: Yes, but the reason for that with one-year significant construction is where
developments come, and they don’t .... This is how this is developed, and I don’t want to go into
the history of it but when you approve something and nothing happens for 4-5 years meanwhile
the property owner comes and says wait, what’s going on I thought this was this and you know,
it became a nightmare. So, we said one year to start. Otherwise, you have to come back in
because your neighbor may have changed something. Something like this, the building is there,

and you own the property and you are already on it. You guys ok with that?

Board: Yes

Mr. Casciani: This way here, we are giving him a year and half to do it and then he can go to the
Zoning Board and we have approved it for a year and a half.

Derek Meixell: His point is I think, is he already constructed the building within that year, that
he started the construction INAUDIBLE

Mr, Casciani: Yeah it would be up. It would just be that lien to section.
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Mark Giardina: So, what date are we talking about? 6 months after April?
INAUDIBLE... everyone talking at once.

Mr. Casciani: There is no approval tonight. He has to go to the Town Board to get his variance
so when he comes back, we are not going to make a motion tonight so when he comes back in
when we make a motion, we can just put that in there. Then the Zoning Board can become
aware of what our thinking is. If they go along with that .

Raja Sekharan: I have a request, I have concerns but I will address those with the board they are
not INAUDIBLE tonight presentation but make sure when you come back before preliminary
you specifically notice all your neighbors who are affected by this. Make sure you have proof of
service so that if they have issues, they know to come forward. Just to cover yourself.

John Kosel: I have a question, you said snow equipment storage ?

Steven Schlegel: Yes

John Kosel: So that means there will be no activity around there in the summertime?
Steven Schiegel: Unless it snows....(Laughter)

John Kosel: Or is there lawn equipment in there also?

Steven Schlegel: So we have a landscaping business like I said, our main operation is in Ontario
and that is where everyone shows up in the morning and that is where we leave from but for
seasonal stuff like right now we are getting ready to roll and aeration and once that stuff is done,
we may try and put that stuff over in the building because we are not using it. We are not going
to be accessing stuff all the time from there .

Mr. Casciani: Alright you have some elevations in here and if you have some clear elevations
one color, whatever the actual color is; sample of close up color s that you are using. The bottom

4 foot you are putting, it looks like stone. What is it? Plastic of some sort or?

Steven Schlegel: Yes, it is one of the newer vinyl stone products that looks like real stone like a
stamped stone so that will be the bottom and 4-5 wainscot all the way around the building.

MTr. Casciani: Ok, where you are putting the building and since you are in the landscape business
you could probably get a deal in landscaping, right?

Steven Schlegel: (Laughter)
Mr. Casciani: You want to make sure you show landscaping drawing of what you are doing on
the property. You know, design for landscape. Put something significant there and make it look

attractive. Ok, you can bring that in when you come back in then. Ok, you are all set. Good luck.
Anybody have any other questions or anything?
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Derek Meixell: Are we sending a letter to the ZBA?

Mr. Casciani: We can do that [ suppose. What do you think Josh? Should we draft a letter to the
Zoning Board? 1don’t want to sound like we are pushy, but we really should let them know
where we stand otherwise, they would know unless they are watching or read our minutes. I talk
to you tomorrow.

Josh Artuso: We can put something together.
Mr. Casciani: Ok, your all set.

Dave Arena read the fifth application

MEADOWS TWO: Located on the south side of Schlegel Road between Phillips Rd. and Salt
Rd. Applicant 800 Phillips Road LLC is requesting PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION & SITE
PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) to construct a 55-lot residential subdivision with
associated roads, utilities, and stormwaler management improvements on a proposed 34.8-acre
parcel having SBL # 065.02-1-40.22 located in an LMR (Low-Medium Residential} District
under Section 192-15 and 228-5 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board Mike Ritchie from Costich Engineering representing Tom Thomas
the owner and developer who is here with us as well. We are requesting preliminary subdivision
site plan approval for the 35-lot subdivision showing here right on the southside of Schlegel
Road between Salt and Phillips. This property was a part of the rezoning that was done for Bella
Terra directly to the east and that was done in 2018. This property was shown on the rezoning
and SEQR was done at the time so it is our understanding that SEQR wouldn’t need to be redone
hence this is consistent with that application. A traffic impact study was done at that time and it
is including full build out for this portion of the rezoning and in concluded that there would be no
negative impacts at full build out, so we don’t believe traffic is an issue.

We have met two different times with the Planning Board chairman and the town staff just to
refine concepts and we have refined input based from those meetings. (NOT USING THE MIC)
one connection to Schlegel Road and future connection to Bella Terra Subdivision. There is a
storm water management facility located along the road to provide easy access per town staff to
maintain the storm water management facility. (NOT USING THE MIC) Architectural wise, it is
the intent they will be similar to the Meadows Subdivision to the west and these are slightly
larger lots then the Bella Terra and the Meadows Subdivision lots. So, we think it’s a good fit
and a good transitional use. There is a wetland (NOT USING THE MIC) INAUDIBLE along
the south line that was delineated, and we are not proposing any disturbances to that wetland. We
are INAUDIBLE storm water at Schlegel an existing box convert. We submitted the SWPPP
and it meets all New York State DEC requirements. With that, I would welcome any questions
the board has.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, PRC has reviewed this thing and actually, one major improvement, you had a
cul de sac at the end of it there I believe, that was eliminating to complete the circle the way it is
laid out now which it turns out really nice.
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Dave Arena: (NOT USING THE MIC) INAUDIBLE PRC
Mr. Casciani: They were good with it.

Mike Ritchie: Yes, they were mainly technically in nature and the developer and I have no
difficult with them. We can comply with those comments.

Mr. Casciani: Just a continuation of the existing project. It is a housing development . They all
conform. The detention facilities were big concerns. All Engineering detail that was all
INAUDIBLE. You know what will do, again, this is a preliminary hearing so the number is, if
anyone is interested in this project is 872-701 1and we can continue on. Does anyone have any
comments or questions on it?

Raja Sekharan: SEQR was done on the entire project?

Mike Ritchie: Correct, 150 acres that has recently been subdivided but yes, the whole entire
parcel was rezoned. The whole reason was

Raja Sekharan: You are just coming in to develop the 2" phase of that?

Mike Ritchie: Yes, another portion of it. It was all shown in the rezoning. It was shown
conceptually and actually, it was shown with 57 lots during rezoning and we are proposing 55
lots, so it is slightly below the threshold that was reviewed during SEQR.

Mr. Casciani: We haven’t gotten any calls. Dave, John?

Dave Malta: I was just curious, when are you going to start construction on the Bella Terra
Subdivision?

Mike Ritchie: As soon as we can. We owe the town a couple filed easements and once we do
that, we would like to schedule the preconstruction meeting and get going in the next few weeks.

Dave Malta: I was just curious.

Mark Giardina: You have to pardon my eyesight here. Looking at your map and talking about
4.1116 acres of open space to the Town?

Mike Ritchie: (showing on the map) Correct and that is mainly storm water in this area. It’s the
north eastern corner for the bio retention storm water management facility.

Mark Giardina: Ok, thank you.

Derek Meixell: I am concerned about traffic. I would like the board at least to consider writing a
letter to the County to do that 4 way stop at Salt.

Mr. Casciani: I agree 100 %
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Derek Meixell: I saw someone blast through Schlegel the other day. I was coming down Salt
going towards Schlegel and just right through.

Mr. Casciani: [ did that with the golf coarse when that came .

Derek Meixell: I think we need to write a letter as a board and send it to the county.

Mr. Casciani: You go through Salt Road and Schlegel going east INAUDIBLE and Basket
where there is no traffic at all and it’s a 4 way stop. This is like a major road intersecting and it’s
just a one way stop.

Derek Meixell: Salt Road is a racetrack. A stop sign is not a speed enforcement.

Mr. Casciani: What do you think Raja, we can do it 7

Raja Sekharan: Yes, you would just limit approvals tonight, that’s all you are going to do.
Mr. Casciani: Oh no, we won’t do anything for the approval for this. This is a whole separate
issue . Another words, I am not going to tie it in with this . It’s our concern for the Town of
Webster for Salt and Schlegel Road area.

Raja Sekharan: Ok, I see.

Mr. Casciani: It’s really not INAUDIBLE all the projects.

Raja Sekharan: Instigated by this development ?

Mr, Casciani: NO INAUDIBLE.... (both parties talking at the same time}

Raja Sekharan: INAUDIBLE

Mr. Casciani: Yes, [ don’t want to stop this for that. Ok.

Mr. Casciani: Josh, what do you think?

Josh Artuso: Yes, I agree.

Mr. Casciani: Do it....so we can make a letter tomorrow or the next day and will send it.
Alright, does anybody have any concerns with this project? What did 1 see in there, it was. ..
which one was it? Lots, no I think they were all INAUDIBLE. Lot 145, that fits on there ok
doesn’t it. It’s right on the curve there.

Mike Ritchie: It’s a corner lot. INAUDIBLE

Mr. Casciani: Yeah, [ remember looking at that. Alright then, it’s all conforming. Alright, want
to do a SEQR on it Derek?
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Derek Anderson: The SEQR was done on the overall project.

Mr. Casciani: Oh, that’s right. (both parties talking at once)

Derck Anderson: INADUIBLE

Mr. Casciani: We need a motion for preliminary. This is for preliminary and it’s also for....
Actually, they are looking for a final and subdivision approval.

Raja Sekharan: Isn’t a public hearing though?

Mr. Casciani: I would have closed the public hearing.

Derek Anderson: This is just for preliminary.

Mr. Casciani: Yes. So, does anyone want to make a motion to it ?

RESOLUTION 21-028 Mr. Malta made a motion for PRELIMINARY

APPROVAL to MEADOWS TWO located on the south
side of Schlegel Road between Phillips Rd. and Salt Rd.
Apptlicant 800 Phillips Road LLC is requesting to construct
a 55-lot residential subdivision with associated roads,
utilities, and stormwater management improvements on a
proposed 34.8-acre parcel having SBL # 065.02-1-40.22
located in an LMR (Low-Medium Residential) District
under Section 192-15 and 228-5 of the Code of the Town
of Webster which was seconded by Mr. Arena.

VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
CONDITIONS:
1. Subject to PRC Comments
2. Subject to a Letter of Credit posted with the Town of Webster.
3. Subject to Monroe County Water Authority comments
4. All the improvements shall be constructed according to the specification of the Town
of Webster.
5. All roadway construction to be in accordance with the specification and regulations set
forth by the Town of Webster.
6. All site work is to be in compliance with the standards of the Town of Webster.
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7. Comply with all requirements of any Federal, State, County or Town agency.
8. Address drainage, lighting, signage, and landscaping, buffering, berming and snow

storage.
Dave Malta: Number 14 Tony, does that apply?

Mr. Casciani: The only landscaping would be around the detention pond and I'm guessing you

have, correct?
Mike Ritchie: Correct

Mr. Casciani: Yes, so they have that on there.
9. Approvals are subject to Drawing No: CA100

Mr. Casciani: Ok, there’s a final and there is nothing there so we can do a final on it. Yes,

subdivision approval.

RESOLUTION 21-029 Mr. Malta made a motion for FINAL APPROVAL to
MEADOWS TWO located on the south side of Schlegel
Road between Phillips Rd. and Salt Rd. Applicant 800
Phillips Road LLC is requesting to construct a 55-lot
residential subdivision with associated roads, utilities, and
stormwater management improvements on a proposed
34.8-acre parcel having SBL # 065.02-1-40.22 located in
an LMR (Low-Medium Residential} District under Section
192-15 and 228-5 of the Code of the Town of Webster
which was seconded by Mr. Arena.

VOTE:

Mr. Anderson

Mr. Arena

Mr. Kosel

Mr. Malta

Mr. Meixell

Mr. Casciani

Mr. Giardina
CONDITIONS:

1. Subject to PRC comments.

Subject to Parks and Recreation fees (if applicable)
Subject to Preliminary Approval Conditions.
Subject to all applicable governmental fees.
Subject to Department of Public Works approval

SN R W

expire on 4.6.2022.

AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

Significant construction shall occur within one year, as deemed by the Planning Board, to

7. The conditions of Preliminary and Final approval are depicted on the cover page of the

final designed plans.
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8. The Engineer for the proposed project shall provide a Letter of Certification that all
proposed work was completed, as per Planning Board resolution of final approval, before
a Certificate of Occupancy will be issued.

9. A Letter of Credit to the Town for the project shall include the fee for the Engineer’s
final certification inspection of the site.

Mike Ritchie: I am sorry, can I add one thing to that? Sorry to interrupt.
Mr. Casciani: What is that?

Mike Ritchie: Could the commence date, could we push that back a little bit since he is also
working on Bella Terra. Could we have that go 18 months instead of 12 months because it might
be into early summer of next year before he gets into construction on that or if not, we can make
it work but if there is flexibility.

Mr. Casciani: Well, lets put it this way, you already own the property so in my estimation you
have got the drawings, you have the project, you have already started so in a sense, there is
construction started.

Mike Ritchie: INAUDIBLE

Mr. Casciani: The curb cuts are there; the dead-end road is there and connected to the property
and so on . You guys ok with that? Idon’t have an issue with that.

Dave Malta: Yes

Mr. Casciani: 18 months?

Dave Malta: Yes

Mr. Casciani: Ok, so make it 18 months

10. All storm water facilities are to be constructed first
Dave Malta: What about downspouts, are you going to be connected?
Mike Ritchie: The front is but the rear is not INAUDIBLE they will be splash block, if that is
acceptable .

Dave Malta: Ok
11. Ali downspouts to be connected to the storm sewer system.
12. Subject to resolution of the final approved minutes.
13. Approvals are subject to Drawing No: CA100

Mr. Casciani: Now hold on, number 7 is critical. We have got to start following this the last

time. Conditions of preliminary and final approval are depicted on the cover sheet. Make sure
you have that on your final approved drawings. The preliminary and final approvals.
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Mike Ritchie: The conditions?
Mr. Casciani: Yes, the conditions of the approvals.

Mike Ritchie: Generally, we don’t for single family residential . The plat map is the cover
sheet, but we will make sure that those final conditions are on the drawings .

Mr. Casciani: Because what happens is if the sewer department; highway department where
anyone is looking at anything, they have that to go back to it and also the building inspector too.

Mike Ritchie: INAUDIBLE (both parties talking at the same time)
Mr. Casciani: Things go around by not having it
Mike Ritchie: Understood. We will make sure it is on there.

Mr. Casciani: One more thing, because this is residential. We have to put.... The town has set a
fee, parks, and recreation fee so I would add in there Dave, the current charge by the Town
Board for parks and recreation fees to be applied on this project.

Dave Malta: I got that.

Mr. Casciani: No, I don’t think so.

Dave Malta: Subject to parks and recreation fees.
Mr. Casciani: Is it on there?

Dave Malta: Number 2

Mr. Casciani: Ok, that’s good then. It went right by me. Ok, then we are good. We have a
second for the final approval. All in favor? Signify by AYE. Ok, good luck with the project.

Dave Arena read the sixth application

WEBSTER GOLF TEE SELF STORAGE FACILITY: Located on south side of Ridge Road,
southwest of 1041 Ridge Road (Bruster’s Ice Cream). Applicant Matt Newcomb of Passero
Associates is requesting PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING)
to allow the construction of a self-storage facility consisting of (8) I-story and (1) 3-story
buildings on a 5.93-acre site having SBL # 079.08-1-14 located in an MC (Medium Intensity)
Commercial District under Section 228-5 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board Matt Newcomb and I am with Passero Associates and with me here
tonight is the developers representative Brian McKinnon also the partner of Golf Storage. 1 have
some packets that I would like to hand out if that is ok. They are really representation of what is
up here, it that is alright.

Pg. 91 /April 6, 2021 Planning Meeting



Matt Newcomb: So, we are proposing io construct a Self-Storage facility at 1041 Ridge Road
which is just on the south side of Ridge Road next to Brusters. The parcel is about 5.9 acres in
size, and it is zoned MC. The current zoning is not allowed for self-storage facilities which
brought us to having go through the Zoning Board process to ask for a variance to allow this
project to move forward. Approximately 6 months ago is when we started the process and came
to the Zoning Board where we attended several meetings also as part of the process to obtain for
sketch plan approval. We have received a variance as of October 2020 and as part of the process
as I said, we came before the board for sketch plan approval and we received a positive
recommendation fort his particular project to the Zoning Board for the variance. Since then, there
really hasn’t been any changes to the density or the building types or the types of units that we
will be putting up and the only change that we have made is moving the buildings around some
to accommodate fire access and sewer access. As part of the project, the project will be gated
and secured and card readers and lock boxes for the gates to allow fire access. The proposed will
be 9 drive up buildings and one 3 story climate-controlled building in the center of the project.

Also, on the site there are some constraints which I will note and there is a federal wetland that is
on site on the northwest corner and there is an existing stormwater management facility that was
constructed to handle the runoff on this particular project or whatever had gone here which we
documented is actually sized to handle this and it is actually sized to handle a larger development
then we are proposing so that is quickly taken care of. The project meets all the zoning
requirements as far as front setbacks, rear setbacks so there are no additional variances that are
required in that aspect.

Now I want to talk a little bit about traffic. Some of you may be aware that there was a
memorandum of understanding, an MOU and I will refer to it as an MOU, but it stands for
memorandum of understanding. That was developed several years ago that was related to this
project that asked the developer if they were to get to 35,000 square foot commercial retail space
if they would construct some sort of cross access. In fact, if you go back through the meeting
minutes that number started at 50,000 and then reduced to 35,000 as a result to some of the
traffic studies that were created or taken into account. So, what I have done here is I have
provided. Going back a little bit there has been some questions as to whether or not that MOU
should or is necessary in this case because the traffic of a self-storage facility generates is
significantly less then traffic a commercial retail plaza would generate. So, what I have done
inside your packages, I have compared the 2 uses and I actually used 34,000 square foot retail
shopping centers as a threshold because the 35,000 would kick you into the need to provide some
sort of cross access.

Mark Giardina: Do you mind if I interrupt you. Could I get a copy of that because 1 didn’t get a
copy. They skipped me.

Matt Newcomb: I will give you my copy.
Mark Giardina: No, that’s ok.

Matt Newcomb: So, you will notice on the traffic generations for a storage warehouse and the
square footage that we are providing or proposing is approximately 7 INAUDIBLE cars in the
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Am and Pm peak hour. Obviously, most of you know that mini warehouses are storage facilities
aren’t really used during peak hours over traffic time. There is also a Saturday could that is on
there for your use and if you look at 34,000 square foot of retail shopping centers, they are
around 102 for the Am peak hour; and a 143 cars for the Pm peak hour and about 153 for Sat
peak hour. So, we put this together just to kind of help where the understanding is (o whether or
not this is really necessary in this case and how we compared everything. So, going back to the
proposed development, the developer will be constructing approximately 270 feet of roadway
just get back to the site. The developer has offered to or allow to put an easement over that
roadway to allow any of the other parcels at the will to connect to the roadway at any future
development or future time.

So, those are kind of the outlines of everything and I know I threw a lot of information at you
guys but if you have any questions, feel free to ask. I am sure we are going to have a little bit of a
discussion. One thing I forgot to mention is SEQR was completed as part of our use variance so
there were no major environmental impacts that were found, and it was a negative declaration.

Mr. Casciani: Matt and Bryan, we have talked a lot about this whole thing. 1 don’t have any
drawings, remember where you talked about the road going across the front there ?

Matt Newcomb: Yes, so the issue that we have is that we don’t own the property across the front
and actually after looking at the easements, there was never any easements filed so no one on the
property would be able to file an easement to allow the roadway to go across there. That was
something we discovered as we were doing some additional research on the property . Again,
we can provide an easement on our roadway but if anything is ever constructed there or any of
these other lots, we do have an opportunity to connect.

Mr. Casciani: See that’s why we kind of devoted from that back roadway because of what you
were saying INAUIDBLE bringing the roadway across the front.

Matt Newcomb: Like I said, I thought we had easements in place, and we locked through the
actual easement and there were never any easements filed to allow us to do that.

Mr. Casciani: Whose got the piece of property directly in the front on the west side of the
driveway there?

Matt Newcomb: Brace Yourself, LLC and I believe it is an orthodontist or a dentist
Mr. Casciani: Ok.

Derek Anderson: The lot lines that you are showing along the driveway are they the actual lot
lines?

Matt Newcomb: Yes. So, there is a 41-foot-wide access INAUDIBLE that opens up in this parcel
s0 {(as showing on the map) The Brace Yourself LLC has the L- shaped parcel. Again, when we
met on this, we initially thought there was an access easement that goes onto Brace Yourself
property but there was nothing ever actually filed for that.
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Derek Meixell: Your drawing says 50 feet. Did you say 41 or 50?

Matt Newcomb: It’s 41 feet wide and then widens up to 50 and you can kind of see the line
going and how it opens. 41 feet +/- actually it is probably 41, 6.9, 47- or 48 feet in the right of
way

Derek Anderson: And then the Brusters parcel that is the that is the correct lot lines for that
parcel?

Matt Newcomb: That is the correct lot lines for them. We had our survey company do the
boundaries survey for us, so we know that, that is correct.

Derek Anderson: Well, the reason I ask, particularly there is when the Brusters parcel was
subdivided, part of that was suppose to get rid of the drive way and tie into this one and actually
this driveway if you remembered had 3 lanes to it and a turning divider in the middle and clearly
would not fit within this width here so even when we gave the approval for the subdivision for
Brusters it looks like whatever map that was filed for the subdivision was not INAUDIBLE

approved.
Matt Newcomb: Yes, I don’t know anything about that unfortunately

Derek Anderson: Yes because there was a whole series of discussions of where to place the
driveway that had and if I remember right, it did have a divider so you have the entrance lanes
and two exit lanes going out it would have been something as nearly 80 feet wide with stacking
depths of several cars to be able to leave it and that whole layout was considered when they did
the subdivision for Brusters and to me that is concerning for me has absolutely nothing to do
how that parcel was supposed to be subdivided. INAUDIBLE 5 years ago ?

Mr. Casciani: Yes, I don’t remember all that, but it was several years ago.

Matt Newcomb: The only subdivision that I have been involved in was this parcel (showing on
the plans) over here which is on the other side of Brusters which doesn’t really affect the project.
I would wager that the turn lanes and the island was given that this was going to be developed as
a commercial shopping

Derek Anderson: INAUDIBLE (both parties talking at the same time)

Mr. Casciani: Yes, that was the reason

Derek Anderson: The size of the parcels both for Brace Yourself and for Brusters were laid out
to accommodate the driveway and they were laid out so that those parcels and it wasn’t any
special INAUDIBLE but it was a driveway for those parcels and INAUDIBLE moot point but its
disappointing that when it was ultimately filed it’s not what we approved.

Mr. Casciani: You know what Derek, some of the things that were asked... Ok, this is a public

hearing and so why don’t we open the public hearing and if you guys want to hold on a second,
we will let you folks come up to the microphone please.
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Mary and Joe Amato-Owners of Brusters: | do have a letter from Paul Snyder who owns Piece of
the Rock, LLC which is the land we are on and the previous Brusters owner. I was his manager
Sor years and we just bought the business from him. First thing I want to say is they are using
1041 Ridge Road and that is my legal address. Golf Tee is 1051, please change it because the
community thinks I am moving, [ am not. We just invested our retirement and savings into

buying this business. Not pleased and didn’t even know anything went before the Zoning Board,
we were never notified so that is something to keep in mind that things have been trying to go
under the table here. Would you like me to start with my letter or Paul's letter?

Mr. Casciani: Which ever you prefer. Do it in sequence, start with his, I guess.

Mary Amato: I am going to read Paul’s first because he is the current landlord at this point
because in buying the business during a pandemic, yeah talk about putting everything on the
line. We had to hold off on the land purchase for the time being.

This is from Paul G. Snyder: Owner Piece of the Rock, LLC. he currently lives in Flower
Mound, TX .

Mr. Casciani: Why am I seeing your property separate and where is the reduction in your
parking?

Mary Amato: (not using the mic) On the plans that they have on this board my property line

goes to here (showing on the plans) they are proposing to rip up all the asphalt from here to this
line.

Mr. Casciani: Is that the property line?

Mary Amato: This is my property line. They want to rip out asphalt on my property.
Mr. Casciani: On your property?

Mary Amato: Yes.

Mr. Casciani: 1 don’t believe that is the case.

Mary Amato: (not using the mic) because where they drew the property line and you would have
to look at this closer but that is not where my property line ends and everything is not on here
INAUDIBLE in back but whether or not you gentleman are aware of this, I pay the electric on
that pole. Iput in LED lights on that pole INAUDIBLE I pay the electric on it. So, there are
definitely some things not adding up.

Mr. Casciani: What I am looking at, I am assuming that the property lines that are going around
the project and they should be doing all their work within their property and if you are saying
they are not...

Mary Amato: (not using the mic) INAUDIBLE edge of the asphalt INAUDIBLE the proposed
edge and some of the property line they want to remove and as Mr. Anderson stated, he is aware
that INAUDIBLE and we can’t INAUDIBLE with reduced parking. INAUDIBLE
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M. Casciani: See, you know what, I understand what you are saying, but if I look at the line I
don’t see you are and if they are taking and you are saying I guess, that they are taking your
asphalt out .

INAUDIBLE. (someone speaking and not using the mic) All the way back here INAUDIBLE
Derek Meixell: Sir, if you are talking then you need to talk into the microphone.

Joe Amato: There is currently another INAUDABLE shrubbery and a circle around that goes
beyond the fence line but the are proposing to remove more than that, it’s up to the fence line.

Mary Amato; It is not clear on this. (meaning the plans)

Mr. Casciani: Ok. Iam going to suggest that we before we get into this, you guys are going to
have to get together and maybe you guys can work it out and discuss it. We are probably going
to end up needing a site drawing/tape location map showing the property lines. That is probably
the best thing we can ask for and then go from there. What ever is on your property is what you
are working with. That is the only thing we can do.

Mary Amato: I am curious where the Planning Board stands? It has always been that center
driveway with the 3 lanes there, which this does not indicate. I was supposed to lose my entrance
because the town only wanted one curb cut so when did things change?

Derek Anderson: Well, that is the problem that I am pointing out right now.

Mary Amato: And I really appreciate it that you had that memory of it.

Derek Anderson: We would have to go through the files and find how that parcel was supposed
to be subdivided.

Jose Amato: Spring of 2015

Mary Amato: I have.... 1did my research.

Mr. Casciani: When was this, about 6 years ago?

Derek Anderson: Spring of 2015. Because when you purchased the property you should have
Mary Amato: INAUDIBLE papers that were dated April 21, 2015. Resolution 15-059 had a
whole list of resolutions for that site and what it was in 2015 and what was proposed at that time.
I have all of it pulled up.

Derek Anderson: That has the drawing there to, correct?

Mary Amato: Yes, and I am missing one of my... Oh, there is the other one. It had ali the
conditions that it was supposed to be met.
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Dave Malta: Isn’t this driveway from Ridge Road the only access to the entire parcel , from
Ridge Road?

Mary Amato: Currently, my driveway is the only access from Ridge Road to the parcel.

Dave Malta: Yes, 1 am talking about the proposed driveway the way it was supposed to be and
the way it is depicted now . It is the only access to the rear of the development sight of this
entire parcel. The whole parcel, correct?

Mary Amato: The new driveway they are putting in?

Dave Malta: Yes

Mary Amato: But that would mean if I lose my driveway, how are my customers going to access
me? '

Dave Malta: If that’s....... Because | remember that if we put a driveway in there, your
driveway disappears. I remember that, and they are proposing that they said they would give an
easement on that driveway to be able to access the rear parcels. They have a gated situation here
and people are expected to drive thru a mini storage to get access to what is going to be behind
there. We don’t know what is going to be behind there, but it wasn’t set up for this kind of use. 1
think it’s an INAUDIBLE all the way down the line .

Mr. Casciani: The access to it....

Derek Anderson: This is what [ remember about the resolution and they way that the parcel is
shown on here is totally different then what these drawing show so there is something that
possibly the previous landowner never filed like they were supposed to.

INAUDIBLE... (everyone talking at once)
Mr. Casciani: If you could leave a copy of that if you have another copy.

Derek Anderson: We should have it in our files. The Town should have it.
Mary Amato: I actually have to use one of them because 1 am trying to replace the skid around
my dumpster, and I have to send them a copy. Do you have a copy machine 1 could....

Mr. Casciani: Well, you have the dates there.
Mary Amato: April 21, 2015.

Derek Meixell: I think we need to see a copy before

Mr. Casciani: So now the way this stands. That would be one issue to resolve and I don’t know
where the line is other then what I am seeing. The other issue is the road. Iam disappointed
that, that road doesn’t go through there and make that connection to the other parcels across the
front. I mean we lost the back . That is very disappointing because that was INAUDIBLE 20
years.
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Dave Malta: That is the only access to that entire parcel

Mr. Casciani: Yeah no, I’m talking about in the back . Remember we wanted that roadway to
connect over between Wendy’s and ...

Dave Malta: I think before we can do anything with this, we need to take a look at what we did
with the entire parcel before

Mr. Casciani: But see the trouble that happened is apparently over the years parcels in there have
been chopped up and sold off and now you don’t have access across those pieces.

Dave Malta: The last time actually the proposal of how it is supposed to be, and 1 would like to
see that as to compared to what we are looking at right now.

Derek Anderson: That drawing that she had is kind of a snapshot of the overall is that it shows
much wider entrance driveway and quite a bit more parking to your parcel.

Mary Amato: To be blunt, my business has not slowed down over the years it has grown. I can
not deal with reduced parking. Anyone that has come to the store knows what I am talking about.
Mr. Casciani: Well the parking that is a separate issue. Wherever the property line is that is what
will be yours . We will have to determine that by getting a map showing the exact.... Where the
lot lines are.

Mary Amato: Right, but I am talking as far as entering from the center roadway and what we
were told to expect that ‘s where.... There’s confusion.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, ok.

Joe Amato: The original proposal is going to make it easier to get into the area does not add
another driveway for people to stop at

Derek Meixell: Wouldn’t you be able to tie into that new roadway

Derek Anderson: Well the original plan shows on that there was supposed to be access off the
new driveway and new parking and the existing driveway was supposed to go away and that was
all the condition of approval of the subdivision of that lot.

Someone speaking from the audience... Mr. Casciani, do you mind if we clarify some of this
stuff.

Mr. Casciani: No, why don’t you go ahead. First of all, we have the dates and stuff of April and
so we can dig that stuff up, I guess.

Mary Amato: Do you have any idea of how it dominos because we were told to expect a

driveway coming out when we did some landscaping a couple of years ago instead of doing
permanent cement beds to put tables on we did it as temporary because we were figuring we
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have to put parking over there and we have to move it to the other side where the drive way is so
all these changes really do impact us on a bottom line for how we were trying to follow what was
giving to us .

Mr. Casciani: Alright, thank you.

Brian McKinnon: I have been associated with this project since the apartments were built there
in the rear, Webster Green and [ don’t know how many years ago that was but probably 10-12
years and so [ am pretty familiar with the project. I sense a little angst with you, and I apologize
for that on behalf of our group. It is certainly not meant to be a hostile neighborhood and we are
not going to do anything to impact your business other then what we can do within the legal
rights of our property. We believe this enhances the site . I can tell you firsthand, the reason why
we got a use variance from the Zoning Board was that we had O interest in that site . It only has
47 feet of frontage . There is nothing retail, office, medical and you know how well Webster
INAUDIBLE the frontages are consumed and a number of sites in the rear that just don’t....
There is no interest in them. We would rather have 34,000 feet of medical office that is much
more lucrative for our team; it’s much more financially rewarding but the reality is, there is no
market , there is no market for the INAUDIBLE so we spent five years trying to market this
paying the taxes, paying the upkeep being good citizens and we have zero interest.

We took that to the Zoning Board with a boat load of information and documentation that
satisfied the Zoning Board that we made every effort we could, and we had no interest, none. So,
there is a huge demand in this town for self-storage. Life Storage is the largest purveyor

of self-storage in the country and they have a 1,000 locations. They are a class A operator.
They are going to be our manager. It’s a secure facility; it’s gated and we are not going to have
all kinds of traffic and you are not going to see a lot of lighting; your not going to see 24/7
activities; that may not do well for your business because I understand traffic generates sales and
[ have been to your store many many times but there will be traffic generated because we finally
have a project and if it is 30 cars on the weekend, that is an opportunity for people to enjoy your
business. Right now, there is just a bunch of grass and weeds there and there is no demand for
the property but our intension is to be good neighbors and I apologize for the tone, that is not
what we are looking for and you being a business owner I have the utmost respect for what you
are doing and especially during COVID and we understand what you have probably been
through. So, we are trying to be good neighbors. Maybe we generate a couple hundred cars a
week but that is more then we are getting now because there is no demand for the property that
we speak of.

I think there is some confusion Mr. Malta on the access. This plan significantly reduces the need
to access this property from Ridge Road. In fact, I would argue that if you look at the site plan
and the rear access, where the apartments are in the Conaford Senior housing in the back, |
would argue that most people would probably take that route because it is easier to get in the
back of the property to do your storage to leave then it would to turn in and out of Ridge Road.
So, we do have 2 access points, the entire area is secure, the traffic counts, the impact on the
school district, fire, police, ambulance is virtually null so we would be paying our property taxes.
It feels like the meeting went a little side ways and I am just trying to bring it back into scoop if
you will because it is a very clean site plan ; it’s a very good use of the property in the back; it’s
200 feet plus from Ridge Road. No one even knows it’s back there and I think Matt can address
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some of the Engineering issues that may be discussed but are intention is to be good neighbors
with Brusters and if you want to meet off line to talk about landscaping or anything we can do
with our property to help to enhance your property. We can give you some parking off of our
property and we would be happy to give you an easement over that .

We want you to be successful and all we can do is bring people to our property and hopefully
they visit your operation. Thank you.

Matt Newcomb: Real quick, just a couple further clarifications, Brusters, I am a Webster resident
and I come to Brusters as much as [ can when there is not a line so I love the place to so I am
very passionate and proud of this project as well . So, I just want to clarify there, that the may
roadway there that you see coming off of Ridge Road is 270 feet . I understand that it may not
have been laid out the way that is was originally designed but it was kind of before my time and
before I was involved in this project but to clarify and what we were talking about was providing
an easement over the driveway for Brusters to tie in for the neighboring properties on the other
side to tie in within our rights. We have a property line and obviously we can not go beyond it .
I do want to clear up some clarification on the proposed edge of pavement and the questions that
came up. It is not our intent to do any work on anybody else’s property I think that, that is just a
INAUDIBLE that ended up on there if fact we see an opportunity that we can allow them to
encroach on our property a little bit with some parking and provide an easement. Also, an
opportunity to tie into our driveway INAUDIBLE it is certainly there if they would like to do
that, but we didn’t want to act as if we were forcing them to do it. It’s not really our choice and
it's available for their use. If they would like to eliminate their curb cut on Ridge Road and tie
into our roadway that was the whole idea in providing an easement over this entry drive. As is
the same for the property to the west of the driveway. Which is something town staff and Mr.
Casciani that we talked about a lot and the struggle we have is what has been previously
approved and we are kind of stuck with what we can do within the bounds of and the easements
that have been filed and we are doing our best with what we have to work with essentially and
the gates Mr. Malta, the secure facility is actually off 270 feet and further back on our property
so the road way will not be gated beyond where you see our building.

Brian McKinnon: One other thing if I could add, it’s not irrelevant to this application tonight but
it is to the overall development . When we subdivided this acreage for this storage we also
subdivided the frontage on Ridge Road which is 1.25 acres I believe which would be next to the
ESL bank so that is a separate subdivided parcel independent of this that we are hoping we can
attract some interest there of what ever shape or form that would be compatible with zoning but
clearly having that piece up front is more conducive to attracting an end user then this piece in
the back which only has the 47 feet of frontage and it’s 200 feet plus back from Ridge Road so
that shouldn’t be lost on anybody. In a perfect world we will be back in for a user for that site
that is compatible for the town and potentially for your business.

Mr. Casciani: So, with that said, what would be the entrance for that parcel? Would it be the

same driveway as Brusters?
Matt Newcomb: (not using the mic) There would be no way to get there. Brusters would block

(showing on the map) INAUDIBLE already has a curb cut now . It’s falling apart but there is a
curb cut there. It shows up very lightly on our site plan.
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Mr. Casciani: 1 am going to make a suggestion one, that maybe the neighbors get together and
try and resolve this so there is no tension and animosity there and number 2, have a tape
location. Have it surveyed and show where the thing is . Number 3, I have a whole bunch of
different drawings and actually you were in for preliminary but it would be difficult to give a
preliminary approval and I think you were just looking to get a direction more then anything but
have some final drawings which you would have for preliminary and final that shows everything.
What we are actually talking about, show the actual drawing, the landscape, you know, the way
it is suppose to be and the other thing and we talked about, the front of the building and I know
you think I am nuts again but T am going to say it again, its 3-stories up and sticking up this thing
has got to have some attraction and I appreciate the fact that it is back in from the road but that
should be a brick wall going up there not this stucco at least the front of the main building going
up instead of what you have. It’s a nice building and we have asked for this and this is one of the
things that is in our guidelines to request the applicants to do. We hope you guys follow through
with that.

Matt Newcomb: For sure. Just to clarify, we did submit, and I believe we did submit in our
package that had grading, utilities, landscaping the only thing that I am providing here tonight is
a sight plan for your use and we did submit a full set of plans with our initial application. It was
some time ago, and we have had several meetings with town staff since, but we will be
submitting.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, a cleaned up one showing where these lot lines are and what the neighbors
are referring to and so forth because 1 am looking at it and I am saying well, if you are within
that line, you are on your property but apparently there is a discrepancy on where that line really
is.

Derek Anderson: One other clarification, really for your benefit.... There must be a bunch of
people outside but ...... For the agenda and the way, it was published in the newspaper and
referenced to your property. The way it actually reads, it says, southwest of 1041 and it quotes it
says Brusters Ice cream. I don’t know, does this parcel have an official address number on it
yet?

Audience member: (not using the mic) 1051

Audience member: (not using the mic) INAUIDBLE

Derek Anderson: I guess the point it, don’t worry you are not going to change your address
number that is already set on here . What I would suggest is that if there is a better way to
describe the parcel for future and also, I don’t think Passero Associates is actually the applicant
on the project either.

Matt Newcomb: We did submit as the applicant on the project only because sometimes it is

difficult to get signatures or coordinate with folks when you are trying so sometimes, we do on
the applicants behalf.
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